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STATE OF LOUISIANA
OFFICE OF CONSERVATION
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA
December 19, 2014

ORDER NO. 1577-1

Pursuant to the authority of the Commissioner and the Office of Conservation under the laws of the
State of Louisiana, and particularly La. R.S. 30:6(F), and afier a public hearing held under Docket
No. 14-0626, in St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana, on November 12, 2014, upon the application of the
Town of Abita Springs (“Abita Springs™) and the Concerned Citizens of St. Tammany following
legal publication of notice and notice provided to the Town of Abita Springs, the Concerned
Citizens of St. Tammany (“CCST”), Helis Oil and Gas (“Helis” or “permit applicant”) , St.
Tammany Parish, $t. Tammany Parish President Patricia Brister, the City of Covington, the village
of Folsom, the Town of Madisonville, the City of Mandeville, the Town of Pearl River, the City of
Slidell, the Village of Sun, Senator Jack Donahue, and Representative Timothy Burns, the following
decision with incorporated order (and attached permit) is issued and is reasonably necessary to
conserve the natural resources of the State, to prevent waste as defined by law, and to otherwise
carry out the provisions of the laws of this State.

La. R.S. 30:6 provides that “[u]pon receiving the request [for a hearing] the commissioner shall
promptly call a hearing. After the hearing, and with all convenient speed and in any event within
thirty days after the conclusion of the hearing the commissioner shall take whatever action he deems
appropriate with regard to the subject matter.” Given the unique nature of this hearing, and the
limited time in which a decision shall be made, the Commissioner of Conservation found it
reasonable to adapt the unitization hearing rules contained in the Louisiana Administrative Code
(LAC 43, Part. XIX, § 3901, et. seq) and prescribed the rules for the hearing conducted on
November 12, 2014.

As a result of the hearing, the testimony received, and all statements received in association with the
hearing, the Commissioner makes the following findings of fact:'

: It should be noted that much “technical” information was submitted during the statement period subsequent to

the actual date of the hearing. While this information was reviewed and considered in preparing this decision, under the
rules, this information is unsworn testimony wherein the opposing side was unable to cross-examine said testimony.
Further, under LAC 43, Part. X1X, § 3929 (F), the rule actually states that “statements shall not include technical
matters which have not been presented by swomn testimony.” Therefore, while these statements were considered (in
addition to what the rule literally requires), they were not considered to be on a level equal to that of sworn testimony.
Also, it should be noted that counsel for Abita Springs/CCST have made statements that the permit applicant’s exhibits
were not provided until the night of the hearing. Since the hearing at issue is administrative in nature, it is understood
that the rules of evidence are relaxed in administrative proceedings. Further, given the fact that Abita Springs/CCST
initiated its opposition to the manner in which the well was to be drilled, Abita Springs/CCST had adequate notice that
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FINDINGS OF FACT:

The Commissioner finds as follows:

1. That experts for Helis and Abita Springs/CCST have agreed that the deepest freshwater in
the area of the above-referenced drilling permit is between 2300 and 3400 feet below the
surface.

2. Uncontroverted testimony established that the target zone (Tuscaloosa Marine Shale) is
approximately 13000 feet below the surface and approximately 1.8 miles below the deepest
freshwater aquifer in this area.’

3.  Uncontroverted testimony established that approximately 1700 oil and gas wells have been
previously drilled through the area referred to as the Southern Hills Aquifer system in search
of oil and gas.*

4. Uncontroverted testimony established that over 76 oil and gas wells have been drilled in St.
Tammany Parish.’

5. Uncontroverted testimony established that there are no structures within a one-mile radius of
the proposed drill site.®

6. Uncontroverted testimony was presented along with aerial photography to sup],mrt that the
property at issue has been a pine tree farm for at least the past thirty (30) years. 'And further
that the property at issue remains under a long-term timber lease now operated by
Weyerhaeuser.® Written statements were also made by counsel for the landowner which also
supports these facts.

7. Testimony was presented stating that the proposed bottom-hole location for the well is
12773 feet below the surface (approximately 2.4 miles).”

exactly what the permit applicant proposed (See Conservation Exhibit 1) and had the opportunity to cross-examine the
Een‘nit applicant’s witnesses and/or put on evidence supporting their position.

Transcript, page 91, 130, 235-236, 239. Helis" experts testified around 3400 feet, while Abita Springs/CCST’s
expert, Mark Quarles, testified that the deepest he had seen in St. Tammany was about 2300 feet for a ten mile radius of
the proposed project. While the testimony used the term “deepest freshwater,” this Office acknowledges that for the
purposes of this testimony the term “deepest freshwater” is synonymous with “Base of USDW [Underground Source of
Drinking Water]"” which is located at the base of the sand unit that contains the lowermost USDW with an isolating
shale beneath it.

! Transcript, page 91. Abita Springs/CCST's expert did no calculations on depth of pipe between target zone and
deepest freshwater Transcript, page 239, 240.

! Transcript, page 92, 164.

Transcript, page 92.

Transcript, page 94.

Transcript, page 95. Abita Springs/CCST do not appear to contest this fact. It should be noted that counsel for
Abita Springs/CCST did ask Helis® expert, Bill Dale of he had a degree in Forestry or in land use planning. The
testimony presented relied on aerial photography and the witnesses experience with the same, not upon educational
qualifications. Transcript, page 164,

8 Transcript, page 98.

Transcript, page 99. Abita Springs/CCST do not appear to contest this fact.
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8. Uncontroverted testimony supports that the chosen well site is at an optimum location to
efficiently and economically drain the unit and to minimize the environmental impact and
disruption or inconvenience to the public.'

9. Expert testimony supports that hydraulic fracturing is necessary to complete the proposed
well so that it will have enough flow to produce commercially.'!

10. Expert testimony supports that hydraulic fracturing would only be necessary if initial
vertical well results show promising data.'?

11. The proposed well plan includes three concentric strings of casing/pipe, one inside the other,
each with about a one-half inch thick steel wall casing/pipe with cement grouting between
each of these independent concentric strings.'?

12. The proposed well would be drilled using “closed-loop solids control systems, and there will
be no pits, no earthen pits, either lined or unlined. Steel tanks will be used in the closed-loop
solids control system with all the waste mud and rock cuttings being generated being
removed as they are drilled.”"

13. The proposed well is to be constructed with surface casing to a depth of 4000 feet."

14. Helis has stated that it intends to secure water (for hydraulic fracturing purposes) from
private ponds, and not scenic bayous, or groundwater wells.'®

15. Expert testimony supports that the proposed drilling plan uses the best available and safest
technology.'”

10 Transcript, page 99. Abita Springs/CCST presented no testimony to contest this fact. While no testimony was

presented to the contrary, Abita Springs/CCST (via unsworn statements submitted afier the hearing) do appear to
contest whether this technology is the best method of obtaining the mineral reserves along with questioning the
proposed location of the well at issue. See Footnote 1. Further, it should be noted that Abita Springs/CCST’s expert,
Mark Quarles, stated that he was a licensed geologist, but who offered no opinions on the reserves beneath the property
at issue or the optimum location for the well at issue.

H Transcript, page 113. Expert for Abita Springs and the Concemed Citizens of St. Tammany, Mark Quarles,
testified that he is not a petroleum engineer. Transcript, page 239. While no testimony was presented to the contrary,
Abita Springs/CCST (via unsworn statements submitted afier the hearing do appear to contest whether this technology
is the best method of obtaining the mineral reserves along with questioning the proposed location of the well at issue.
See Foolnote 1.

12 Transcript, page 116. Abita Springs/CCST do not appear to contest this fact, aside from the unsworn
statements referenced above,

: Transcript, pages 117, 143, 144. As noted above, Abita Springs/CCST presented no engincering evidence, nor
did their expert provide any testimony to controvert this fact. See Footnote 12 above.

! Transcript, page 114,

Transcript, page 115, 130. As noted above, Abita Springs/CCST presented no engineering evidence, nor did
their expert provide any testimony to controvert this fact.

o Transcript, page 133,184 - 186,

Transcript, page 118. Abita Springs/CCST offered no testimony to controvert the things contained in Helis’
drilling plan. The testimony of Abita Springs/CCST's witness, Mark Quarles, provided generalized concens as to the
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Expert testimony was presented to explain how hydraulically fracturing the Tuscalcosa
Marine Shale in this area would not inadvertently contaminate the fresh water supply and
that this this “absolutely can’t happen here,” explaining in his professional opinion that it is
physically impossible to create enough pressure to hydraulically fracture outside of a 300
foot radius surrounding the horizontal well bore.'® Further, if the hydraulic fracture
encounters a sand unit, the fracture can continue no further through said sand unit.'?

Expert testimony was presented to support that “every day 22.7 million gallons of water are
extracted from the Southern Hills Aquifer and the different layers of the Southern Hills
Aquifer.?®

Expert testimony and statements submitted by the public suggest that Louisiana’s
regulations are not sufficient to protect the environment from hydraulic fracturing
activities.”! Expert testimony also supports that the Office of Conservation created

additional regulations in response to a report referenced in both testimony and statements
(STRONGER report).2?

On cross-examination, and in many statements submitted by the public, it was requested that
Helis put its proposed plans (for the proposed well and any future wells) into a legally
enforceable document.”

In reviewing the public’s statements, testimony from both parties, and independently
confirming the same, there are many water wells located in St. Tammany Parish. There were
many statements submitted that hydraulically fracturing the Tuscaloosa Marine Shale in this
area will inadvertently contaminate the fresh water supply.

In reviewing the public’s statements and those submitted by Abita Springs/CCST the

following additional issues and concerns were raised in opposition to the permit application
filed by Helis:**

a. La. Const. Art. IX, § 1, which states that “[t]he natural resources of the state,
including air and water, and the healthful, scenic, historic, and esthetic quality of the
environment shall be protected, conserved, and replenished insofar as possible and
consistent with the health, safety, and welfare of the people. The legislature shall

possibility for well failures generally (citing to environmental studies from other states), the weakness of Louisiana’s

regulatio
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ns, and other concerns not specifically related to the proposals contained in the project at issue.
Transcript, page 141, 142,
id

Transcript, page 215.

Transcript, page 209-214

Transcript, page 233,

Transcript, page 175-182, 192,

This items contained in this list have been summarized and/or paraphrased for purposes of brevity. As this

information was included in the statements themselves, some of the things listed are simply statements and may or may

not inclu

de accurate information.
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enact laws to implement this policy.” And that the permit should be denied for this
reason.

La. Const. Art. I, § 4, which states that “[e]very person has the right to acquire, own,
control, use, enjoy, protect, and dispose of private property. This right is subject to
reasonable statutory restrictions and the reasonable exercise of the police power.”
And that granting the permit is a “taking” of everyone else in St. Tammany’s
property.

La. R.S. 33:109.1 which states that “Whenever a parish or municipal planning
commission has adopted a master plan, state agencies and departments shall consider
such adopted master plan before undertaking any activity or action which would
affect the adopted elements of the master plan.”

That the project at issue is not zoned for the drilling of an oil and gas well, pursuant
to St. Tammany Parish’s zoning ordinance. And that St. Tammany Parish’s zoning
authority stems from La. Const. Art. VI, § 17.

That there is faulting in St. Tammany Parish.

The project’s proximity to neighborhoods, schools, etc.

The possibility of potential accidents, casing failure, explosions, fire, toxic gas
releases, foul smells, crime, earthquakes, as well as a plethora of other religious,
social, and psychological issues.

Additional traffic, large trucks, and/or heavy equipment on nearby roads and the
increased potential for automobile accidents.

The increased possibility of air pollution, noise,

The increased possibility of chemicals leeching into streams and/or the water table.
That the landowner who owns the property at issue owns large amounts of land in St.
Tammany Parish.

That one successful well will lead to many more wells.

. That this project will result in financial loss to the community and potentially impact

real estate values negatively.

The composition of the chemicals used in hydraulic fracturing and those contained in
drilling muds.

That the soil contained in St. Tammany Parish is unstable (i.e. that it is comprised of
marsh and/or flood plains).

That the State may not collect adequate or any severance taxes from production that
results from the current project. And that taxes may increase as a result of the
necessity of more fire department training and equipment.

That the Southern Hills Aquifer system is the primary source of water for St.
Tammany Parish and that the aquifer is a “sole source aquifer.”

That Louisiana law and the Office of Conservation’s regulations are insufficient.
That the federal government’s laws and/or regulations are insufficient.

The possibility of earthquakes.

That the permit applicant should provide bonding to cover any unforeseen damages
to be caused.

That accidents and other negative consequences have occurred due to hydraulic
fracturing operations and/or similar activities in other states.

That EPA studies, and/or studies from other states may indicate environmental
concerns associated with hydraulic fracturing,
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That the project will require large amounts of water.

That the Deepwater Horizon/BP oil spill occurred in 2010 and oil spills are a
concern.

That the beauty and children of St. Tammany Parish should be considered.

. That the permit applicant has had legal issues involving other regulatory agencies in

the past. And that the permit applicant has recently changed its business format to a
limited liability company.

That the Louisiana Legislative Auditor conducted a recent audit of the Office of
Conservation related to enforcement, inspections, and orphaned wells,

That the Office of Conservation should enforce the regulations and/or consider issues
within the regulatory jurisdiction of agencies including but not limited to the United
States Army Corps of Engineers, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality, the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries.

That no other community has objected to other projects like this community has
objected to this one.

That the Office’s mission statement requires denial of the permit.

That this permit decision should be postponed pending the resolution of St.
Tammany Parish’s declaratory judgment action.

That the permit applicants will escape liability before they can be sued for any
damages caused.

That the issues contained in the documentary entitled “Split Estate” should be
considered.

That the project site sits atop a wetland habitat.

22. In reviewing the public’s statements and those submitted by Helis Oil and Gas the following

additigglal issues and concerns were raised in support of the permit application filed by
Helis:

La. Const. Art. I, § 4, which states that “[e]very person has the right to acquire, own,
control, use, enjoy, protect, and dispose of private property. This right is subject to
reasonable statutory restrictions and the reasonable exercise of the police power.”
And that denying the permit will be a “taking” of Helis’ property and mineral rights
as well as those of the surface owner.

The project increases the possibility of economic development, increased
employment, increased governmental revenues, taxes, ad valorem taxes,
infrastructure, more money for education, and more money for health care.

That risks may only occur if wells have a shallow casing that is not properly
cemented.

That there are no shallow methane accumulations in St. Tammany Parish.

That the well at issue will be drilled using three concentric layers of pipe with three
concentric layers of cement as well.

That the occurrence of earthquakes is rare in Louisiana.

That there are over one thousand oil and gas wells already drilled through the
Southern Hills Aquifer.

25

Id
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h. That there are interstate pipelines that traverse St. Tammany Parish.

i. That becoming dependent on foreign oil is dangerous,

J- That the Northshore Business Council, which is comprised of sixty businesses and
thousands of employees, supports the permit application.

k. That the West St. Tammany Chamber of Commerce, which is comprised of
thousands of members and over thirty thousand employees, supports the permit
application.

I That the permit applicant has been operating in the state for over eighty years and
has received many commendations.

m. That St. Tammany Parish zoning regulations are preempted by La. R.S. 30:28 (F)
and Title 30 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes generally.

n. That this permit application exceeds regulatory requirements by having an extra
string of casing,

0. That over 2700 wells have been safely hydraulically fractured in Louisiana.

p- That 35 wells have been safely hydraulically fractured in Tangipahoa Parish (which
also sits above the Southern Hills Aquifer system).

q. That many of the chemicals in the fluids used in hydraulic fracturing are also found
in ice cream, laxatives, toothpaste, hair color, IV fluids, laundry detergents,
cosmetics, and household cleaners.

r. That the land at issue is open land and that this project will not cause undue
inconvenience to anyone.

s. That a significant segment of the citizens believe that encouraging oil and gas
exploration is not only good for the local economy, but also the state, and ultimately
the nation.

t. That thousands of jobs in St. Tammany stem from the oil and gas industry and
hundreds of millions of dollars flow into the state’s budget.

u. That the Commissioner and Office of Conservation must follow the law and the
regulations and that the project meets or exceeds all legal requirements.

v. That those in opposition to the permit have presented no credible information, data,
or scientific studies in support of their position.

w. That there are 73 oil and gas wells already drilled in St. Tammany Parish.

X. That there are 124 oil and gas wells already drilled into or through the Tuscaloosa
Marine Shale,

y. That the property at issue and large amounts of property surrounding the project site
are subject to a ninety year timber lease.

z. That hydraulic fracturing is already occurring forty miles away in nearby parishes.

aa. That any potential risks of corrosion will only occur long after the hydraulic
fracturing has occurred.

23. That some testimony presented at the hearing and written statements submitted addressed
issues that are outside the scope of the Office of Conservation’s legal authority. While the
Office of Conservation considered all testimony and written statements, the decision below
is limited only to the matters within the jurisdiction of the Office of Conservation and the
scope of the hearing that was held pursuant to La. R.S. 30:6.
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24. In reviewing the entirety of the record (including but not limited to the exhibits submitted at
the hearing, the testimony, and the statements received after the hearing), there were no
credible assertions made that the permit application was not in compliance with
Conservation regulations.

25. In reviewing the entirety of the record (including but not limited to the exhibits submitted at
the hearing, the sworn testimony, and the statements received after the hearing, there were
no credible assertions made that the permit application was not in compliance with the
Louisiana Constitution and/or Louisiana law, with the exception of the items listed below
(which are addressed specifically in the reasons for decision):

a. That La. Const. Art. IX, § 1 mandates permit denial.

b. That granting the permit will be a “taking” under La. Const. Art. I, § 4.

¢. That St. Tammany Parish’s zoning authority stems from La. Const. Art. VI, § 17 and
that the Parish’s zoning plan shall be considered pursuant to La. R.S. 33:109.1.

DECISION:

Permit Application Approved (as filed and supplemented by presentation at hearing), and in
accordance with the supplemental conditions stated in the Order below.

REASONS:

Pursuant to the factual findings made above, the permit application as filed complies with the
requirements set forth in the applicable regulations and law, and as supplemented at the public
hearing (via testimony and evidence) exceeds the requirements contained in the applicable
regulations and law.

However, while the permit application (as supplemented) meets or exceeds the regulatory
requirements, in considering the concerns of the parish, one nearby city, and the general public, this
permit application is approved in accordance with the additional measures included in the Order
below. Since these measures were voluntarily offered by the permit applicant and are now part of
the permit application, the permit application is approved.

While the qualifications of both side’s witnesses were recognized and found to be experts before the
Commissioner of Conservation, the educational background and work history of each expert was
considered with regard to what each of these witnesses testified.

Uncontroverted expert testimony supports that the chosen well site is at an optimum location to
efficiently and economically drain the unit and to minimize the environmental impact and
disruption or inconvenience to the public. Expert testimony also supports that hydraulic fracturing is
necessary to complete this well so that it will have enough flow to produce commercially.

That, if hydraulic fracturing is deemed necessary after the vertical well is drilled, the hydraulic
fracturing will only occur approximately no less than 1.8 miles below the deepest freshwater aquifer
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in this area. Further, there was uncontroverted expert testimony that it is unlikely that enough
pressure could be generated to hydraulically fracture outside of a 300 foot radius surrounding the
horizontal well bore and that if a hydraulic fracture encounters a sand unit, the fracture can continue
no further through said sand unit.

This undoubtedly brings the issue back to the construction, engineering, and drilling of the vertical
portion of the well, which has been designed to meet or exceed the regulatory requirements.
Further, the well will be drilled using a closed-loop solids control system, which will maximize
protection against the risks the associated with contamination from the actual drilling, and also
maximize protection against the all risks associated with potential leeching, spills, or other risks
associated with the usage of pits.

The final issues to be considered were the legal ones, namely those contained in Finding of Fact No.
26 (and the other full explanations and text cited in the individual factual findings above).

With regard to the duty contained in La. Const. Art. IX, § 1, in quoting the opposition to the permit
application:

First, have the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the proposed
facility been avoided to the maximum extent possible? Second, does a cost benefit
analysis of the environmental impact costs balanced against the social and economic
benefits of the proposed facility demonstrate that the latter outweighs the former?
Third, are there alternative projects which would offer more protection to the
environment than the proposed facility without unduly curtailing non-environmental
benefits? Fourth, are there alternative sites which would offer more protection to the
environment than the proposed facility site without unduly curtailing non-
environmenta] benefits? Fifth, are there mitigating measures which would offer more
protection to the environment than the facility as proposed without unduly curtailing
non-environmental benefits?2

For the reasons included below, this Office submits that the constitutional duty contained in La.
R.S. IX, § I is the actual duty owed by the Office and that the “IT Factors™ contained in Save
Ourselves,”” Blackett, and jurisprudence following the same are not applicable to permits to explore
for and produce minerals beneath a given tract of land since the technology is established, the
minerals are undisputedly beneath the location at issue, and the Office also routinely requires that
additional mitigating factors be implemented on a case by case basis. However, since comments
were made, and a public hearing was held, in taking each of these assertions, in turn, “First, have
the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the proposed facility been avoided to the
maximum extent possible? Here, the Office considered expert testimony provided at a hearing
wherein the author of the text above was able to cross-examine all witnesses. In conducting the
analysis noted above, the Office relied upon sworn expert testimony which supports that the project
at issue is necessary to explore for and produce the minerals contained beneath the subject property.
The potential adverse impacts of the well and the construction of the well pad necessary to drill the

26

Citing to Blackett v. La. Dept. of Envtl. Quality, 506 So.2d 749, 754 (La. App. | Cir. 1987).
7

Save Qurselves v. La. Envil. Control Comm’n, 452 So. 2d 1152 (La. 1984).
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well (including but not limited to those expressed during the hearing and in written statements) were
considered, and the Office concluded that the permit application as filed and as supplemented by the
testimony and presentations made at the hearing, which meets or exceeds the minimum regulatory
requirements, will have a potential impact on the environment, but that this potential impact is
minimal given the steps that the permit applicant will be required to take in engineering,
constructing, and drilling the subject well. Therefore, the Office finds that the permit application (as
amended via testimony at the hearing) has addressed the potential and real adverse environmental
effects and that these effects have been avoided to the maximum extent possible.

Next, “Second, does a cost benefit analysis of the environmental impact costs balanced against the
social and economic benefits of the proposed facility demonstrate that the latter outweighs the
former?” As mentioned above, the actions associated with drilling of an oil and gas well and
potentially hydraulically fracturing the same may result in environmental impact costs, In reviewing
the statements submitted and the testimony provided, this Office has found that the environmental
impact costs associated with the current project are minimal, considering the mitigating factors
discussed below and have been avoided to the maximum extent possible (as stated above). Further,
while the actual environmental costs are minimal and have been avoided to the maximum extent
possible, this Office (after reviewing thousands of pages of statements) has also considered the
impact of the environmental costs associated with potential environmental impact costs that may or
may not occur in the future, and finds that the potential social and economic benefits of the
proposed facility outweigh not only the actual environmental costs but also the potential concerns
raised by Abita Springs, CCST, and the general public.

Third, are there alternative projects which would offer more protection to the environment than the
proposed facility without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits? The Office relies upon the
sworn and cross-examined expert testimony that the chosen well site is at an optimum location to
efficiently and economically drain the unit and to minimize the environmental impact and
disruption or inconvenience to the public.?® Since the opposition has stated that alternate sites,
technologies, or methods exist to explore for and produce the minerals beneath this landowners’
property, but offered no testimony or evidence regarding the same, the Office could have
considered the same if such testimony was presented at the hearing (which was initiated by the
opposition). However, given the testimony of both sides and the institutional and technical
knowledge held by the staff of the Office, there are no alternate technologies that offer more
protection to the environment without unduly curtailing the non-environmental benefits.

Next, “Fourth, are there alternative sites which would offer more protection to the environment than
the proposed facility site without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits?” Expert testimony
has established that there is a likelihood of minerals beneath the property at issue.?’ The Office has
considered the same and decided that the permit applicants’ plans are not only necessary to explore
for and produce the minerals at issue, but that they meet or exceed the regulatory requirements

28

It should be noted that Abita Springs/CCST rely upon an affidavit of Mark Quarles submitted during the
written statement period following the hearing. While an affidavit is surely a sworn statement, Mr. Quarles affidavit is
not the equivalent of sworn testimony wherein the opposition party is afforded the opportunity to cross-examine said
testimony. While these conclusions were considered, they were not given the same weight as the testimony of Mr.
Quarles and the other witnesses that was subject to cross-examination and specific to the permit application at issue.

? See Conservation Docket No. 14-232, and the transcript testimony of Geologist Bill Dale in the current matter.
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associated with protecting the environment. Further, as a matter of law, it is surely unreasonable to
preclude this mineral lessee, and the landowner from exploring for and producing minerals on his
property. In written statements submitted, the landowner (and adjacent landowners) has/have
expressed support of the issuance of this permit. And finally, “Fifth, are there mitigating measures
which would offer more protection to the environment than the facility as proposed without unduly
curtailing non-environmental benefits?” The Office takes the position that state law and the
applicable regulations protect the environment. While such is the case, the current permit will also
include mitigating measures (above the regulatory requirements) as set forth in the Order portion of
this document below, which undoubtedly offer more protection to the environment without unduly
curtailing non-environmental benefits. Considering the same, this Office has chosen to grant the
permit at issue since it does include these additional mitigating measures.

The next assertion is that granting the permit will be a “taking” of everyone else in St. Tammany’s
property under La. Const. Art. I, § 4. This proposition is without merit. In fact, if the permit
applicant were to comply with Louisiana law and the applicable regulations and were denied the
permit, the opposite would be true. While it is understood that some citizens of St. Tammany Parish
view this as something that negatively impacts the beauty of St. Tammany Parish and property
values, La. Const. Art. I, § 4 (A) states that [e]very person has the right to acquire, own, control,
use, enjoy, protect, and dispose of private property.” This includes Helis’ right to acquire, own,
control, use, enjoy, protect its mineral rights, and the surface owner’s right to do the same.*®

The final assertion is that St. Tammany Parish’s zoning authority stems from La. Const. Art. VI, §
17 and that the Parish’s zoning plan shall be considered pursuant to La. R.S. 33:109.1. As a
preliminary matter, this Office does not dispute St. Tammany Parish’s zoning authority, but it does
question the issues involving St. Tammany Parish’s zoning authority and that here it conflicts with
general law (including but not limited to Titles 30 and 31 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes and the
Civil Code). With regard to La. R.S. 33:109.1, it states “§109.1. Relationship between local master
plans and the plans of the state and other political subdivisions. Whenever a parish or municipal
planning commission has adopted a master plan, state agencies and departments shall consider such
adopted master plan before undertaking any activity or action which would affect the adopted
elements of the master plan.” It is the Office’s understanding that the area contained in the permit
application are zoned “A-3,” which is a zone “intended to provide a single-family residential
environment on moderate sized lots which are served by central utility systems and other urban
services.”

In addressing this final assertion, as a preliminary matter, La. R.S. 33:109.1 states “Relationship
between local master plans and the plans of the state and other political subdivision.” While this is a
legal issue currently being considered in St. Tammany v. Welsh, No. 631,370, 19" JDC, the Office
submits that it has no “plans” aside from implementing the laws that Conservation is statutorily
charged with implementing (including but not limited to Title 30 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes).
While Conservation continues to take the position that La. R.S. 33:109.1 is not applicable to its
regulatory authority and also that it is preempted by general law, given that this issue is currently in
litigation, the Office finds it reasonable to consider St. Tammany Parish’s zoning in reviewing this
permit application before issuing the permit at issue (due to the existence of the above-referenced
case). While the property is zoned “A-3” with the intent of providing a single family residential

0 See Title 31 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes (Mineral Code), including but not limited to La. R.S. 31:8.
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environment, the Office of Conservation found no portion of the zoning ordinance that expressly
forbid a property owner from exploring for and drilling for the minerals located beneath his land.
For this reason, this Office finds it unreasonable to preclude this mineral lessee, and the landowner
from exploring for and producing on his property. At the hearing, there was uncontroverted
testimony at the hearing supporting that the property at issue is subject to a long-term timber lease
and is currently used as a commercial pine tree farm which appears to qualify as an “legal non-
conforming use” under St. Tammany Parish’s zoning regulations, since the property can only be
used for “One Single Family Dwelling[s], ...Private Garages and Accessory Structures...Garage
Apartments or Guest Houses under 1000 square feet of habitable floor space when the subject lot,
parcel or tract is no less than one acre in area...Community Central Water Treatment, Well, and
Storage Facilities...Household Agriculture...and Other uses which are similar and compatible with
the allowed uses of the A4 Single Family Residential District as determined by the Director of
Planning acting in the capacity of Zoning Administrator...” under the above-cited zoning
ordinance.”! Additionally, there was also uncontroverted testimony establishing that there are
currently no structures within one mile of the site at issue.’? Therefore, while the Office has
considered such adopted master plan before undertaking “any activity or action which would affect
the adopted elements of the master plan,” the Office has decided that the issuance of the current
permit remains necessary in accordance with the reasons and factual findings stated above.

Therefore, while the Office has considered the impact that the granting of this permit application
may have on St. Tammany’s zoning ordinance, the Office submits that: (1) it has no plans aside
from implementing the laws and regulations which it is charged with implementing, (2) the zoning
ordinance as applied results in a taking of the mineral rights attributable to the property at issue, (3)
uncontroverted expert testimony supports that the chosen well site is at an optimum location to
efficiently and economically drain the unit and to minimize the environmental impact and
disruption or inconvenience to the public and that hydraulic fracturing is necessary to drill and
complete this well so that it will have enough flow to produce commercially and further that there
are no structures contained within one mile of the site at issue, (4) that the ordinance appears to be
unconstitutional as applied to the current situation, and finally that (5) the ordinance and/or zoning
authority of St. Tammany Parish appears to be both expressly and impliedly preempted by State
law, and the jurisprudence interpreting the same,

ORDER:
NOW, THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. That Helis* well permit application is approved, but only as supplemented by the testimony,
exhibits, and presentation made at the public hearing.
2. In addition to the regulatory requirements, Helis is required to execute its plan as presented
at the hearing, including but not limited to:
a. Helis will drill the well using a “closed-loop solids control systems, and there will be
no pits, no earthen pits, either lined or unlined. Steel tanks will be used in the closed-

31

32

Section 5.08 A-3 of the St. Tammany Parish Zoning Ordinance.

It should be noted that while the property is zoned for single family residential purposes, given the testimony
received at the hearing and the statements made by the landowner, it appears that the subject property will remain a
timber farm and will not be used for “single family residential purposes” for the foreseeable future.
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loop solids control system with all the waste mud and rock cuttings being generated
being removed as they are drilled.”
Helis will cement the intermediate casing from approximately 12000 to surface.*

c. Helis will restrict its acquisition of water (for fracking purposes) to surface water
from private owner ponds that are not replenished by groundwater wells.>

i. Prior to acquiring water, Helis shall provide information to the Office of
Conservation to identify the proposed sources of water. The acquisition of
water shall not commence until these sources are approved by the Office of
Conservation.

d. Helis will provide full disclosure of the chemicals it uses to hydraulically fracture the
well (if and when it is deemed necessary to hydraulically fracture the well).*®

e. Helis will monitor groundwater, air, storm water, and noise and make any reports
associated with such monitoring available to Conservation and the public.?

i. Monitoring of air — Prior to commencing any drilling operations, provide a
work plan satisfactory to the Office of Conservation for the monitoring of air
quality on and near the site that identifies the sampling methods to be
applied, the type of analysis to be conducted and the frequency of sampling
and analysis. Additionally, drilling may not commence until the initial air
samples have been analyzed and the results provided to the Office of
Conservation.

ii. Monitoring of storm water — Prior to commencing any drilling operations,
provide a work plan satisfactory to the Office of Conservation for the
construction of an onsite rainwater holding pond with dimensions no less
than 50" x 50°, including plastic lining and associated drainage ditches and
dikes; and includes a monitoring plan for storm water that identifies the
sampling methods to be applied, the type of analysis to be conducted and the
frequency of sampling and analysis. Additionally, drilling may not
commence until the rainwater holding pond and associated ditches and dikes
have been installed.

iii. Monitoring of groundwater — Prior to commencing any drilling operations,
provide a work plan satisfactory to the Office of Conservation that provides
for the installation onsite of at least three clusters of ground water monitoring
wells, the identification of existing wells to be used for groundwater
sampling and monitoring, a monitoring plan that identifies the sampling
methods to be applied, the type of analysis to be conducted and the frequency
of sampling and analysis. Additionally, drilling may not commence initial

i3
M
15
k!

Transcript, page 117,
Transcript, page 133.
Transcript, page 136.
Transcript, page 145.
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samples from all well have been analyzed and the results provided to the
Office of Conservation.

iv. Monitoring of noise - Prior to commencing any drilling operations, provide a
work plan satisfactory to the Office of Conservation for the methods of
monitoring for noise, the standards to be applied for limits on noise and
frequency of monitoring. Additionally, drilling may not commence a
background noise level has been established through such monitoring
method.

3. That the issuance of this Order does not relieve the permit recipient of the obligation to
comply with any applicable Federal, State, or local permitting or regulatory requirements.

This Order shall be effective on and after December 19, 2014,

OFFICE OF CONSERVATION
OF THE STATE OF LOUISIANA

JAMES H. WELSH
COMMISSIONER OF CONSERVATION

Permit Enclosed
cc:
Helis Oil and Gas
Town of Abita Springs
Concemned Citizens of St. Tammany
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S State of Louigiana STEPHEN CHUSTZ

SECRETARY
GOVERNOR DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES JAMES i'l WELSH

OFFICE OF CONSERVATION COMMISSIONER OF CONSERVATION
DECEMBER 19,2014

HELIS OIL & GAS COMPANY, LLC
228 ST. CHARLES AVENUE
SUITE 912
NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130-0000
***PERMIT TO DRILL***

RE: SAINT TAMMANY PARISH
LACOMBE BAYOU FIELD
EADS POITEVENT ETAL NO. 001
SER NO, 248819

GENTLEMEN:

WE ARE ISSUING THE ATTACHED PERMIT TO DRILL FOR THE ABOVE REFERENCED WELL WITH THE UNDERSTANDING
THAT YOU WILL COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

FURNISH THE APPROPRIATE DISTRICT MANAGER WITH INCLINATION AND/OR DIRECTIONAL SURVEY DATA AS PROOF
THAT THE WELL HAS BEEN DRILLED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF LAC 43:XIX 135 (STATEWIDE ORDER NO.
29-B).

IN THE EVENT THE WELL IS A PRODUCER, NO ALLOWABLE WILL BE ASSIGNED UNTIL A SUITABLE UNIT HAS BEEN
FORMED.

ALSQ, THERE CAN BE NO COMPLETION IN ANY RESERVOIR WHICH IS NOT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF
THE LOUISIANA OFFICE OF CONSERVATION ORDERS OF THE 1577 SERIES, FOR THE ABOVE-CAPTIONED FIELD AND
PARISH.

HELIS 1S REQUIRED TO EXECUTE ITS PLAN AS PRESENTED AT THE HEARING AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH ORDER NO.
1577-1, WHICH INCLUDES BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO THE ITEMS BELOW:

¢ HELIS WILL DRILL THE WELL USING A CLOSED-LOOP SOLIDS CONTROL SYSTEMS, AND THERE WILL BE NO PITS,
NO EARTHEN PITS, EITHER LINED OR UNLINED. STEEL TANKS WILL BE USED IN THE CLOSED-LOQP SOLIDS

CONTROL SYSTEM WITH ALL THE WASTE MUD AND ROCK CUTTINGS BEING GENERATED BEING REMOVED AS
THEY ARE DRILLED.

® HELIS WILL CEMENT THE INTERMEDIATE CASING FROM APPROXIMATELY 12000 TO SURFACE.

®  HELIS WILL RESTRICT ITS ACQUISITION OF WATER (FOR FRACKING PURPOSES) TO SURFACE WATER FROM
PRIVATE OWNER PONDS THAT ARE NOT REPLENISHED BY GROUNDWATER WELLS.

Post Officc Box 94275 « Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9275 « 617 North 3td Street « 9th Floor « Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70802
Phone (225) 342-5540 o Fax (225) 342-2584 » www.dnr.state.la.us/conservation

An Eaual Opoortunity Fmnlover



o PRIOR TO ACQUIRING WATER, HELIS SHALL PROVIDE INFORMATION TO THE OFFICE OF CONSERVATION
TOIDENTIFY THE PROPOSED SOURCES OF WATER, THE ACQUISITION GF WATER SHALL NOT COMMENCE
UNTIL THESE SOURCES ARE APPROVED BY THE OFFICE OF CONSERVATION.

e  HELIS WILL PROVIDE FULL DISCLOSURE OF THE CHEMICALS IT USES TO HYDRAULICALLY FRACTURE THE WELL (IF
AND WHEN IT IS DEEMED NECESSARY TO HYDRAULICALLY FRACTURE THE WELL).

e HELIS WILL MONITOR GROUNDWATER, AIR, STORM WATER, AND NOISE AND MAKE ANY REPORTS ASSOCIATED
WITH SUCH MONITORING AVAILABLE TO CONSERVATION AND THE PUBLIC.

NO ALLOWABLE WILL BE ASSIGNED SAID WELL UNLESS IN COMPLIANCE WiTH THE ABOVE PROVISIONS.

PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT A PERMIT TO DRILL ISSUED BY THE OFFICE OF CONSERVATION DOES NOT RELIEVE
THE OPERATOR OF THE OBLIGATION TO COMPLY WITH FEDERAL, LOCAL, OR OTHER STATE PERMITTING OR
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS.

YOURS TRULY,

JAMES H. WELSH
COM IONER OF CONSERVATION

/

th Watle
JEFF WELLS ./

Jw:DP

CC: RICHARD HUDSON

LAFAYETTE, DISTRICT MANAGER

29B, 29E-U, 1577 SERIES, SPECIAL CONDITIONS




STATE OF LOUISIANA
OFFICE OF CONSERVATION

Approval Date 12#9/2014

APl 17103200620000 Expiration Date 12182015
52 PARISH SAINT TAMMANY
4968 FIELD LACOMBE BAYOU

H172 OPERATOR HELIS OIL & GAS COMPANY, LLC
228 ST. CHARLES AVENUE
SUITE 912
NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130- 0000

WELL NAME: EADS POITEVENT ETAL NO. 001

LOCATION OF WELL: SEC034 TO07SR12EME

PERMIT TO DRILL FOR MINERALS

FEE: $2528

LAFAYETTE DISTRICT

S09D 09 17" W - 5,346.47" FROM USC&GS MONU. "PINEY 2" IN SEC 34.

ZONE OR RESERVOIR OF PROPOSED COMPLETION: LOWER TUSCALOOSA

Measured Dept 13374 True Vertical Depth
APPLICABLE OFFICE OF CONSERVATION ORDERS: 29B,29E- U,1577

JAMES H. WELSH JEFF WELLS
COMMISSIONER OF CONSERVATION ISSUING AUTHORITY
OPERATOR COPY
STATE OF LOUISIANA
OFFICE OF CONSERVATION FEE: $2528
s PERMIT TO DRILL FOR MINERALS
SERIAL NO. 248819 Approval Date 12M9/2014
APl 17103200620000 Expiration Date 12A8/2015
52 PARISH SAINT TAMMANY
4968 FIELD LACOMBE BAYOU
H172 OPERATOR HELIS OIL & GAS COMPANY, LLC LAFAYETTE DISTRICT

228 ST. CHARLES AVENUE
SUITE 912
NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130- 0000

WELL NAME: EADS POITEVENT ETAL NO. 001

LOCATION OF WELL: SEC O34 TO07SR12EME

S09D 09" 17" W - 5,346.47' FROM USC&GS MONU. "PINEY 2" IN SEC 34.

ZONE OR RESERVOIR OF PROPOSED COMPLETION: LOWER TUSCALOOSA

Measured Dept 13374 True Vertical Depth

APPLICABLE OFFICE OF CONSERVATION ORDERS: 29B,29E- U,1577

JAMES H. WELSH

JEFF WELLS

COMMISSIONER OF CONSERVATION
WELL FILE

ISSUING AUTHORITY



FORM MD-10-R-1 {Rev 08/2009)

STATE OF LOUISIANA
OFFICE OF CONSERVATION FORM MD-10-R-1
APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DRILL FOR MINERALS
TYPE ONLY - FILE IN DUPLICATE

{Pririt on Buff color paper)

OFFEE«:UEEE;LY 29-8, 5peerl b Conditron 3 Py ;}C/EE;E -
[ 4ear peem '+ J5 77 » 27 9\91-"-.('{. SERIAL NUMBER: 7 y

Complny Data *

OPERATOR:
ADDRESS:

HELIS OIL & GAS COMPANY, LLC
228 ST. CHARLES AVENUE, SUITE 912
NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130

ODE NO.

OCT— 7014

ﬁEPIVI.CA eptember 3, 2014
REZSEIVED ..

V
FINANCIAL SECURITY REQUIRED PRIOR 10 PERMIﬁ’?NG /-
DISTRICT APPROVAL: /

/ 7
ISSUED BY: 4 / /%//.',Zu/

Wil Data GFEICE G TISERVATION.
PARISH: ST. TAMMANY PERiviiI boLTIBN  copeno 52
FIELD: LACOMBE BAYOU CODE NO. 4868
WELL NAME: EADS POITEVENT, ET AL Well No.: 001
LOCATION:  Section: 34 _ Township: 07S Range: 12E
Location being S09°09'17"W 5,346.47' from USC&GS Monument "PINEY 2", located in
LOCATION  |Sec 34 T7S-R12E St. Tammany Parish, LA.
DESCRIPTION:
TYPE OF WELL
PRODUCT:OIL |:|GAS DOTHER X |New well Repermit
Proposed Total Depth: 13,374 feet - Measured Depth Redrill X |Straight
(and TVD, if applicable} feet - True Vertical Depth Dual Directional
Application Fee: $2,528.00  Check No.. 148680 X |Lease Horizontal
6 Month 1 Year Unit SPC Plan
on D lz’ {on water)
PROPOSED ZONE OF COMPLETION: LOWER TUSCALOOSA SAND
APPLICABLE CONSERVATION ORDERS: 29B, 29E, 1577 SERIES
SERIAL NUMBER OF REDRILL OR REPERMIT (if applicable):
CONTACT DATA
SEND PERMIT TO: Liskow & Lewis - Atin: Rick Revels
ADDRESS: P O Box 52008
{if different than above) Lafayette, LA 705056 REQEN
FOR ADDITIONAL ED
INFORMATION,CONTACT: Mike Barham L
Phone No.: 504-681-3316 otk 1 ZU]“
APPLICANT 0F'FTCEOFCUNSERVATr0mi
SUBMITTED BY: Rick Revels / 337-232-7424 LAFAYETTE DISTRICT
TYPEQWAME AND TITLE
SIGNATURE:
\APP CANTS REPRESENTATIVE SIG! AT E
OFFICE USE ONLY ~ OFFICE USE ONLY

DATE: _/_gééfleﬁ |
DATE: /-?/ 4 g/a a/#

APl No.:

(/03 X006 A

Exp.:

FORM MD-10-R-1 (Rev 0B/2008)




STATE OF LOUISIANA
OFFICE OF CONSERVATION

INTER OFFICE R E C E’ VED

October 10, 2014

ocr 14 20
T0: PERMIT SECTION - ":F’Cfo 14
FROM: RICHARD D. HUDSON, MANAGER LAFAYETTE DISTRICT PER NSE
ATTN: JEFF WELLS, PETROLEUM ANALYST MANAGER

Enclosed herewith please find application from HELIS QIL & GAS COMPANY LLC
(H172) to permit their EADS POITEVENT, ET AL #001 in the LACOMBE BAYOU
(4968) FIELD, ST. TAMMANY (52) PARISH, LOUISIANA.

Also enclosed please find:

Copy of check No(s). 148680 in the amount(s) of $2,528.00 deposited at Chase
Bank in Lafayette  INVOICE NO.828566 TRANSMITTAL DATE:9/10/14.

PERMITTED TO A TOTAL DEPTH OF 13374 M / ' TVD
x Well Location Plat
x Well Location Cartification

| | Form A.D.C.
] Electric Log
] Schematic Diagram

[] (Dual) structure map if well does not comply with Existing Orders

] (Selective-Onshore) structure map shewing reservoir limits

L] (Selective-Offshore} letter(s) of no objection from offset
operators

| | OFFSHORE (Seaward of the Chapman line)

|Z| AFLN-1

Applicable Office of Conservation Order No(s):
29B, 29E, 1577 SERIES

Remarks and Recommendations: ROUTINE. INCLINATIONAL OR DIRECTIONMAL SURVEY
REQUIRED.

BONDING REQUIREMENTS: NO BOND REQUIRED
COMPLIANT OPERATOR 48 MONTHS

2980 dure Ho buwg

et o N/
™S @f Suk @ 1577
chard DF Hudson,
Manag@r Lafayette District

RDH: jel
Encls.



LISKOWS&IEWIS

A Professional Law Corporaticn

822 Harding Street One Shell Square First City Tower

Post Office Box 52008 701 Poydras Street, Suite 5000 1001 Fannin Street, Suite 1800
Lafayette, LA 70505 New Orleans, LA 70139 Houstan, TX 77002

(337) 232-7424 Main (504) 581-7979 Main (713) 651-2900 Main

(337) 267-2399 Fax (504) 556-4108 Fax (713) 651-2908 Fax

www. Liskow.com

September 10, 2014 RECENVED

Mr. Richard Hudson, Manager SEP 10 2014
Lafayette District Office of Conservation OFFICE OF CONSERVATION
825 Kaliste Saloom Rd. LAFAYETTE DISTRICT

Brandywine III, Ste. 220
Lafayette, LA 70508

Re: Drilling Permit Application: Eads Poitevent et al No. 1 Well

Dear Mr. Hudson:

Helis Oil & Gas, LLC (“Helis”) respectfully requests issuance of a drilling permit allowing it to
drill its proposed Eads Poitevent et al No. 1 Well, in Lacombe Bayou Field, St. Tammany Parish,
Louisiana (the “subject well™) at the location shown on the permit plat. This letter accompanies
the drilling permit application to provide your office with an understanding of Helis’ drilling and
completion plans. The subject well is proposed to be drilled to a total vertical depth of 13,374°,
which is sufficient to reach the Lower Tuscaloosa Sand. Helis has no plans to attempt a
completion in the vertical hole. The primary target in the well is the Tuscaloosa Marine Shale
(“TMS”), which is situated immediately above the Lower Tuscaloosa Sand. By Office of
Conservation Order No. 1577, effective June 17, 2014, the Commissioner of Conservation
established a single drilling and production unit for the TMS designated TMS RA SUA (the
“subject unit”). Helis plans to log the subject well, take cores and conduct pressure sampling in
order to determine whether to plug back in the pilot hole and set casing in preparation to drill a
horizontal lateral. Assuming results are positive, that work would be performed and then the
drilling rig would be moved off location. Helis will then have the logs and cores evaluated to
assist in the design of the procedures to be used in completion of the horizontal lateral. This
evaluation process is expected to take several months. As soon as that evaluation process is
completed and the necessary permits have been obtained, Helis will sidetrack out of the vertical
hole and drill a horizontal lateral in the TMS. Helis understands that drilling the horizontal
lateral will require it to amend its permit prior to conducting such operations. On or before the
completion of the subject well, Helis will file an amended well permit to designate the subject
well as unit well for the subject unit. If results obtained from the drilling of the pilot hole are not
sufficiently encouraging, Helis will not drill the horizontal lateral, but instead, plug and abandon
the subject well in accordance with Statewide Order No. 29-B.



Liskow Page 2
September 10, 2014

We trust this satisfactorily explains Helis” plans for the subject well. If at any time your office
has questions, do not hesitate to contact the applicant. Helis is fully committed to abiding by the
rules and regulations of your office. Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

LISKOW & LEWIS RECEINED

J s SEP 10 2014
ichard W. Revels, Jr. OFFICE OF CONSERVAI [0

LAFAYETTE DISTRICT

35402.0281
4050935



LISKOWS&ILEWIS

A Professional Law Corporation

822 Harding Street
Post Office Box 52008
Lafayette, LA 70503
(337) 232-7424 Main
{337) 267-2399 Fax

www Liskow.cam

Qctober 9, 2014

Mr. Richard Hudson, Manager

Lafayette District Office of Conservation
825 Kaliste Saloom

Brandy Wine III, Suite 220

Lafayette, LA 70508

One Shell Square

701 Poydras Street, Suite 5000
New Orleans, LA 70139

(504) 581-7979 Main

(504) 556-4108 Fax

First City Tower

1001 Fannin Street, Suite 1800
Houston, TX 77002

(713) 651-2900 Main

{713) 651-2908 Fax

Richard W. Revels, Jr.
rwrevels@liskow.com

s We e T S :
RECERN =
T
BLT 10 20
OFFICE O Cope AT BT

LAFAYETTE DISIIICT

Re: Drilling Permit Application: Eads Poitevent et al No. 1 Well
Lacombe Bayou Field, St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana

Dear Mr. Hudson:

In conjunction with the filing of the permit application for Helis Qil & Gas, LLC (“Helis”) you
have requested written confirmation of the depth to which Helis intends to set surface casing in
the proposed well. Given that the deepest USDW is encountered in this area at approximately
3,400 feet, Helis plans to set surface casing to a depth of approximately 4,000 feet. In response
to an additional inquiry you made, Helis does intend to use a diverter system in conjunction with
the drilling of the surface hole. Full details of the proposed drilling and completion operations
will be discussed and explained in detail at the upcoming hearing on November 12, 2014. In the
interim, should you have additional questions, please let us know.

Very truly yours,

LISKOW & LEWIS

ichard W. Revels, Ir.

4078619 1
35402.0281
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AFFIDAVIT OF COMPLIANCE
STATEWIDE ORDER 29-B
RULE LAC 43:XIX.103

WELL NAME AND NUMBER EADS POITEVENT, ET AL #001

STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH/COUNTY OF LAFAVETTE

BEFORE ME, the undersigned Notary Public, personally appeared MICHELLES TAYLOR s
(“affiant”) who on his cath did say that he is the REGULATORY AGENT (REPRESENTATIVE) of the
HELIS OIL & GAS COMPANY LLC(COMPANY), authorized to do business in the state of Louisiana, and that said
instrument was signed on behalf of said company, and affiant acknowledged that he executed the same as
the free act and deed of said company.

BY CHECKING THIS BOX, AFFIANT CERTIFIES:

[0 The above referenced well will be O Surface owner was provided pre-entry

drilled from an existing pad on the
property in question, there will be no
expansion to the existing drilling pad or
access road(s) and therefore no notice to
the surface owner is required pursuant to

notice on the day of
20 . No construction operations
of a drilling location for the
aforementioned well shall commence
less than thirty (30) days after such date.

R.S. 30:28(D(1)(D).

M A contractual relationship presently
exists between the operator and the 0
surface owner(s) of the subject well. As
such, no pre-entry notice is required
pursuant to 30:28(T)(1)(c).

No pre-entry notice required pursuant to
R.S. 30:28(I)(1)(d). Please attach
documentation of Commissioner’s
waiver.

The information in this affidavit meets the requirements of Statewide Order 29-B, Rule LAC 43:XIX.103
and Louisiana R.S. 30:28(1), demonstrating compliance with such order. By signing this document, I
certify that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

RECEIVED

Thus done and sworn this_sw_____day of SEPTEMBER , 2014 :

Signature: | QI! ﬂﬂm’ﬂj ;(%MEQ SEP 1 I 2014

Print Name: MICHELLES TAYLO OFFICE OF CONSERVATION
LAFAYETTE DISTRICT

Title: REGULATORY AGENT

ROBBY B. IRAI'lAN
Notery Public
Stateof Louisiana
Varmilion Parish
Notary ID # 131504
My Commiasion is for Life
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NOTE: This plat is not a property boundary survey
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of Practice for Property Boundary Surveys" as
adopted by the Louisiana Professional Engineering

Land Surveying Board.
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HELIS OIL & GAS COMPANY, LLC

Eads Poitevent, et al No. 1 Well
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St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana
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